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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEl'VI 
Introduction 
As Stroxier and others (63) indicate, collegiate adminis-
trators bear the original as well as the final responsibility 
and authority for all student life on their campuses, includ-
ing that in resllidence halls. For varying reasons, these 
administrators allow student leaders to assist in governing 
residence hall groups. Since they must be responsible for 
student leader performances, naturally, administrators be-
come very interested in this performance as well as certain 
personality traJ ts of these 1 eaders. And, due to the i nf 1 u-
ence of a leader on their living in a residence hall group, 
residents, too, need to be concerned about leader traits ffirl 
performance. Leaders, too, need such concern, of course. 
Specific information about specific group leaders is 
not enough. More general information needs to be sought ·in 
order to provide more effective and efficient selection, train-
ing, and continued advising of these leaders. One of the 
general questions raised in a discussion of such matters is as 
follows:: if residence hall groups are relatively similar, will 
a 
2 
the leaders of these groups differ in certain personality 
traits 1? 
The researcherts recent survey of the literature on 
group leadership revealed a lack of conclusiveness ~bout 
e~laining leadership, in general, in terms of personality 
tra:.its and/or the situation in which the leaders operate. 
Therefore, a study conducted in the residence hall situ~tion 
could offer additional. insight for administra~tors and, also, 
could offer additional information to the scholar who is 
delving into the area of leadership investiga:.tiono 
In order to provide the b~ckground for a statement of 
research hypotheses, the following theory of group leader-
ship has been constructed by this researcher from writings 
by Knickerbocker (47), Gouldner (8), Gordon (7), and 
Gibb (33) .. 
?~A. Theory of Group Leadership 
Definitions 
Aspect: a significant phase of the appearance of a group or 
situation 
Group:: a number of persons who in interacting with one 
another are forming a relationship, which in its 
entirety, has aspects (such as formal-type govern-
ment structure} which can be abstracted as a basis 
*Due to the purposes of this study, factors relating 
to the personality of followers were ~ot postulated. 
0 
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of comparison with other groups 
Leadership:· an interaction between a leader and one or more 
members of a group 
Leader:; a person whose emission of some type of stimuli 
facil.itates group action toward one or more goals 
Situation:. a unique constellation of events and processes 
which although unduplicab1e in its entirety, 
h~s aspects, such as groups with formaT-type 
government structure, which can be abstracted 
for a basis of comparison with other situations 
Trait: a relatively enduring personality characteristic of 
a person which allows him, within a cultural frame 
of reference, to be distinguished from another per-· 
son (the word 11chara.cteristic 11 is defined as a unicr:ue 
feature of a person which in a particular instance 
describes and differentiates him from others) 
Postu1ates 
a. The so-called pure trait explanation of leadership states 
that leadership performance is re1ated solely to the 
traits,possessed by the leader. These traits are 
inherited and/or ac<l]Iuired chiefi.y through experience, 
education, and training. 
b. The so-called pure situation explanation of leadership 
assert$ that leadership or leadership traits are relative 
to the situation or group(which from a more scientific 
viewpoint means that traits are relative to certain 
aspects which may be abstracted from a situation or 
group) • 
c. Some leadership traits are related to certain stable aspects 
of one group. Since there are some aspects of a situa-
0 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
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tion or group which are more persisting than others, 
logically it could be expected that persisting or 
stable aspects produce persisting conse~uences in 
terms of some leadership traits continuing in the 
group. 
Some leadership traits are related to certain stable 
aspects of one kind of group or subgroupings of a 
certain type. 
Some leadership traits are related to certain stable 
aspects of one type of group. 
Certain stable aspects are related to different groups. 
Certain aspects of a situation or type of group which 
are stable are not likely to become culturally 
isolated, or manifested in o~ly one type of group. 
Leadership in different groups is related to the 
possession of certain con~on traits. 
Some traits are related to leadership in all groups. 
Statement of the Problem ~~~~~ -- --- ~~~~
The main hypotheses (deductions from postulates of the 
theory) which ~his research is designed to answer are the 
following:: 
1. When the groups in a residence hall situation are 
relatively similar with respect to formal government struc-
ture, measurement of certain traits indicates that there is 
no relationship between ratings of co-ordinating performance 
for the "generally competent!' leaders and "generally incom-
petent" ones. 
2. When groups in a residence hall situation are rela-
tively similar with respect to formal gover~ment structure, 
0 
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the measurement of the total grouping of certain traits 
indicates that there is no relationship between ratings of 
co-ordinating performance for the ngenerall.y competentn 
leaders and 11 generally incompetentJJ oneso 
Importance £[ the Problem 
The introduction of this chapter mentioned the desire 
of both administra.tors and scholars for the general infor-
mation sought in this study and the lack of conclusive 
resulty thus far. Especially lacking, according to some 
investigators, is research which sheds light on the disparity 
between situational and trait explanations of leadership by 
seeking to determine if leaders of a number of groups in one 
situation differ in measured personality traits where these 
is relative similarity in a certain aspect of their groups 
which is important to their leadership role. Therefore, this 
studyrs general significance could extend beyond the local 
scene. Such an ex:tension seems even more feasible when one 
realiz:es that the study's situation, or residence hall,. 
operates with a particular management-type viewpoint, the most 
prevalent general type of viewpoint in the U. S. residence 
hall operatiorrs today, according to pfofessor Ma~ Wise (62). 
Thus, since the researcher did not find any other studies 
0 
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about the residence hall point of view, this study couid 
open another avenue of research, too. 
It would seem that this study has the potential for 
adding to the stockpile of information and procedures in a 
number of other research areas, too; thereby being avail-
able to assist in development of additional studies. Several 
other areas of research in higher education of this study 
which have a paucity of studies are as follows:· Personality 
traits of collegiate student leaders; performance of co1le-
giate student leaders; ratings of student leaders by advisors 
who are also students; and the relationship between leader 
performance ratings and their measured personality traits. 
Naturally, this study could not have been conducted 
without the support of administrators and government leaders 
in the particular residence hall or situation. Such support 
was offered on the basis of belief that such a study could 
provide the particular hall program with both information 
and techni~es of use, with that system, in the years ahead. 
Limitations of the Study 
Numerous limitations are probable in this type study. 
First, there are the limitations deriving fr~m the use of 
the study's general approach or rating with its two sub-
processes (rating others and rating self). A number of 
limitations have become inherent, too, from the use of 
both performance rating forms and self-report inventories. 
1 
While such limitations were present, the researcher sought 
to minimize them through various controls. 
The situation imposes other limitations. The study 
is delimited to 48 student government leaders of the 12 
units of the ments residence hall at Central Missouri State 
College present during the 1959-1968 winter term and holding 
their positions since the beginning of the fall term of that 
academic year. And it is limited, for the most part, to 
those 24 of the 48 who were judged either 11 general Iy competent!' 
or 1rgenerally incompetent". 
All of these various limitations must be considered when 
one considers the predictability which may be derived from 
this study. 
In conclusion, it seems well to point out that this 
study does not seek to be exhaustive nor seek to provide 
proof of the series of postulates of the particular leadership 
theory. Rather, the researcher sought to offer, without 
prejudice, some evidence to either tentatively refute or 
tentatively support the main null hypotheses which were 
deductions from the theory's postulates. Null hypotheses 
were utilized because acceptance of a positive hypothesis is 
usually the end result of a series of researches, and statis-
tical conclusions for null hypotheses exclude precise 
expectations according to Garrett (5). 
0 
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The statistical conclusions of this study are utilized 
to shed light on the logical validity of the postulates or 
hypotheses. 
Definition of Terms 
While many of the terms used in this study are not 
defined because it ,seemed unnecessary, a number of terms are 
defined. Among those defined are the follow£ng few which 
might be used only in the men 1 s residence hall at Central 
Missouri State College. 
Advisory Assistant 
Tweilive Advisory Assistants are employed in the ments 
residence hall at Central Missouri State College. These 
advisory staff members are undergraduate students who are 
enrolled each ~arter for at least 8 academic hours (the 
minimal number for a full-time student classification) •. 
Job titles, minimal number of hours per year re~uired, and 
the stipends ar~ as follows:: 
hours rate 
Title ~r year ~hour 
a. Senior Administrative Advisor 720 1.10 
b. Senior Government Advisor 720 .90 
c. Senior Scholarship Advisor 720 
·75 
d. Senior Recreation Advisor 720 
-75 
e. Senior Activities Advisor 720 
-75 
0 
0 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i • 
j. 
k. 
1. 
Hours 
Title ~_year 
Junior Administrative Advisor 540 
Junior Government Advisor 51+0 
Junior GoverTh~ent Advisor 540 
Junior Government Advisor 540 
Junior Scholarship Advisor 540 
Junior Recreation Advisor 540 
Junior Activities Advisor 540 
9 
Rate 
per hour 
.60 
.60 
.60 
.60 
.60 
.60 
.60 
First of all, each advisory assistant has certain 
responsibilities in relation to the approximately 45 resi-
dents residing in his unit of the residence hall (one of the 
twelve units). These primary-types of responsibilities for 
the welfare of unit residents are general type of advising, 
including ref~rral to the advisory assistant of other 
specialities; knowing each resident well enough to serve as 
a resource person for the other specialists who desire to work 
with him; and serving as a control functionary, either when a 
government lead~r is not present in the unit or when other 
emergency situations arise. While the amount of time required 
for these three responsibilities varies each day, week, and 
month, the advisory assistant is supposed to spend about one-
third of the total year's time doing them. 
Secondly, two-thirds of each advisory assistant's time 
is to be spent in serving any of the approximately 540 
residents of the men's hall who desire information or advising 
0 
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within his speciality area. Briefly, the speciality work for 
each type of advisor is the following: 
a. ~dministrativ~Advisor advising and clerical work 
in relation to rooming programming: assignments; roomate 
adjustment; room inspection; acceptance of regulations regard-
ing use of rooms; damage-loss problems; advisement with 
residents who request information on room regulations; in-
person and written survey work; and coordination with 
Housing Secretary on assignment, room· and board changes, etc. 
b. Gover~ment ~v~~~= promoting resident participation 
in both residence hall and non-hall govermnent on the campus; 
individual advising about participating in both types of 
gover~ment; orienting and training residence hall government 
leaders; supervising and coordinating their performance; 
advisin9' on their personal problems such as discouragement 
and planned withdrawl from position; representing the 
administration in non~serious discipline cases handled by 
goverrunent or unit advisory assistants; international student 
advising; advisement of individual self-control problems; 
in-person and written survey work; and coordination of hall 
programming with non-hall government organizations on the 
campus. 
c. Scholarship Advisors advising administration and 
residence hall goverrrment leaders on 'progra~ming of all phases 
of hall and non-hall facilities and organizatinn for scholarship 
0 
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development; individual advising with all students who have 
either mid-term or end-of-term academic deficiencies; provid~ 
ing administration, goverTh~ent leaders, and other residents 
with verbal and written information on study habits; advising 
volunteer tutor system; organizing non-classro.om, informal 
group discussions by students and faculty; in-person and 
writt~n survey work; and coordinating progr~aming in hall 
with non-hall scholastic programing. 
d. Recreation advisors: advising administrators and govern-
ment leaders on programing of all phases of hall and non-hall 
facilities and organization for both indoor and outdoor 
recreation development; individual advisement of all hall 
recreation on campus or in the geographical area; in-person 
and written survey work; .and coordination of hall programing 
with non-residence hall recreation programing. 
e. Activities Advisors: advising administrators and govern-
ment le~ders on pro§raming of all phases ofmll and non-hall 
facilities and organization for development of indoor and 
outdoor general and social activities; individual advisement 
of hall residents who request information about hall or non-
hall activities; in-person and written survey work; and coordi-
nating hall programing with non-residence hall activity 
programing. 
0 
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The heart of this specialist organization of under-
graduate student advisory assistants is the gaining of indi-
cations of eRch resident's desire for information. Such 
indications are gained from his in-person and written surveys 
as well as from referrals from other advisory assistants. 
This information enables him to initiate contacts with resi-
dents: in-person or through the hall mail system. Thus he 
may contfol his advising time somewhat more easily than if 
he depended upon students initiating the contacts. For 
resident-initiated contacts, he depends upon his constant 
circulation among students to offer the impression that he 
is available. 
While the advisory assistant organization in this 
residence hall may be rather unusual in certain respects, 
the relation of it to hall gover~ment structure and government 
leaders seemed fairly common when the researcher examined 
written descriptions of men 1s residence hall operations in 
over 100 colleges and universities in the United States. 
Therefore, the situation seems similar enough in organization 
to allow comparison with operations at other colleges and 
universities which feature a management viewpoint in their 
residence halls for men in addition to a similarity in the 
government structure presented in Chapter III. 
Each advisory assistant is directly responsible to the 
director of the men 1s residence hall although those without 
e 
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the title of senior advisor have responsibility to coordinate 
their programing on the basis of certain.decisions by the 
senior advisory assistant in the advising area. Each advisory 
assistant is selected, by a director 1 s com .. mittee, mainly on 
the basis of his potential for handling the certain speciality. 
The next most important criteria is the committee 1 s general 
evaluation of his effectiveness in control-type situations 
of a unit. 
Each advisory assistant is under contract, promoted on 
the basis of merit only, receives bonuses, and varies in 
stipend from $324.00 to $800.00 per year on the basis of the 
relative importance of his speciality to the total work 
with residents of the hall, including advising. 
Organization of the Study 
This thesis is divided into five chapters. Chapter II 
offers the researcher 1 s review of pertinent literature. 
Chapter Ill presents the study 1 s methods and procedures. 
The presentation of the data collected through those methods 
and procedures and analysis of that data is presented in 
Chapter lV. Chap~er V offers a summary of the study 
followed by conclusions and their recommendations for further 
study. 
0 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF PERTINENT LIT&~~TURE 
Introduction 
In 1957, Goldman (35:87) stated that there was a lack 
of quantified data of research merit in the literature of 
leadership ability measurement which was reported to that 
time. Since only a few studies have been reported since that 
date, the present status of the literature seems to be the 
same. 
The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of 
those studies pertinent to this particular research. Some 
of these studies are presented in the two sections; person-
ality traits of residence hall leaders and personality 
traits of non-leaders in men's residence halls.. Other 
sections are the following ones: non-residence hall extra-
curricular leadership of male collegians; personality traits 
of males in the other college settings; and non-higher 
education studies of leadership ability and personality 
traits. While additional studies offered the researcher 
other background for the research, the cited studies seemed 
the most important to this particular research. 
0 
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Studies About Persona~ Traits of Residence Hall Leaders 
While no study about male residence hall government 
leaders is reported in the literature, there are indica-
tions of several studies of other types of leaders in the 
residence hall situation. 
Gordon (36) sought to determine how female residents 
rate their residence hall corridor leaders. The main 
conclusion of his study was that the findings suggested 
one general factor common to this type of leadership: 
responsibility. While a positive relationship between 
sociability and leadership was lacking, there was a low 
positive correlation between an absence of hypersensitivity 
and leadership, between ascendency and leadership and between 
intelligence and leadership. Refinement did not appear to 
be significantly related to that type of leadership. 
Kidd (~~) and Simons (66) both studied group leaders 
who served as paid part-time guidance assistants in the 
residence halls. Kidd concluded that commonly idealized 
traits were associated with the well-accepted assistants. 
Members of the hall units described them with a trait-image 
of friendly, cooperative, and pleasant; responsible; mature 
and respected; intelligent and capable; considerate; moral; 
and ~uiet. To Kidd, those assistants most rejected had 
traits which seemed opposite to those of the accepted leaders. 
0 
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Another of Kidd's important conclusions was that there seemed 
to be rather strong evidence that so-called "real leaders" 
gained both the friendship and respect of their group members. 
The dissertation of Simons (66) provided the present 
study with both encouragement and background since Simons, 
too, sought to determine the relationship between personality 
traits and job performance. Undergraduate students serving 
as guidance assistants were rated on total job performance by 
full-time adults and graduate student advisors. A rating form 
of 100 items was used for this purpose. The Guilford-Zimmer-
~ Temperament Survey was among the inventories utilized 
to measure certain personality traits of the 16 best and the 
16 worst performers. From his analysis of scores on the 
Emotional Stability scale of that inventory, Simons concluded 
that the group of high performers were more generally emotion-
ally stable as well as more optimistic and cheerful than the 
group of low performers. While not as significant, differ-
ences on another inventory, the Allport-Vernon Study of Values 
were as follows: the high performers were significantly lower 
than the low performers on the theoretical scale, but signifi-
cantly higher on the religious value scale. No significant 
differences between the groups were obtained on the Minnesota 
Multiphasic Personality Inventory or The Index af Adjustment 
and Values. Therefore, Simons concluded that with the 
0 
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ex-ception of the significant differences presented here, 
the inventory measures of the high and low performers 
indicated that, as groups, they had fairly homogeneous 
personality traits. 
Gross and others (37). sought to investigate the 
lack of agreement between formal and informal type of 
leadership as it related to certain phases of group 
functioning. 
Data on 100 personal items was gathered on each student. 
The anaLysis of V8.1.I'iance techni<q!,ue was used and results 
indicated that there was a differentiation among the three 
types of leaders on only two variables; self estimates of 
emotional development; and socio-economic status. From these 
results, the resea~chers concluded that lack of significant 
differences, group-wise, among types of leaders as well as 
among leaders, followers, and isolates seemed to seriously 
que~tion the so-called trait explanation of leadership for 
that particular kind of group. Also, they concluded that the 
leader inevitably imbodies many qualities which the group 
followers possess, too. 
"¥ 
With the same residence groups at an earlier date, those 
researchers (49) noted some differences between groups with 
strong and weak leadership structures, yet found none of 
these differences statistically significant at the five per 
cent level. Therefore, they challenged the cohesive 
explanation for different functioning of these type groups. 
0 
·0 
Studies About Personality Trait~ of 
Non-Le~ders in Ments Residence Halls 
While some of the previously described studies included 
non-leaders in residence halls, too, this section presents 
two studies without leaders as subjects. 
John Kidd (64) worked with a sample of 639 men of one 
residence hall. From the results obtained by his sociometric-
type ~uestionnaire, he concluded that the primary pattern of 
the most rejected residents definitely included agressiveness, 
egocentricity. inconsideration, and lack of cooperation. 
They exhibited a secondary pattern of shyness, effeminacy, 
and juvenile behavior. 
Mill(65) continued Kidd's work indicated in the previous 
paragrapho Mill attempted to obtain the state of mental 
health of 21 persons determined by a sociometric question-
naire to be the most unpopular and 21 residents who were 
the most popular. For his measurement of certain traits, he 
utilized The Minnesota MultiRhasic Personality Inventory, The 
Rorschach Ink Blot Test, The Thematic Apperception Test, a 
s:e1f-rating scale, and Rokeach Map Technique. He statea that 
one of the outstanding results of the study was the lack of 
expected statistically significant differences. The one most 
valid statement about the unpopular persons was that they 
0 !9 exhibited more symptoms of anxiety than the POBUlar ones. 
Yet, he added that the groups differed in how they deal with 
anxiety. 
Residence hall presidents were included, but not grouped 
for analysis, in a study of presidents of prominent campus 
organizations by Middleton (5o). Each of 16 male leaders 
was rated on the North Carolina Scale for Fundamental Traits 
by 4 or more students who knew them wello While the researcher 
stated that the resuits had significance mainly for DePauw 
University at that time, the 6 traits with the highest man 
rankings were the following ones:: character, intelligence, 
sociability, persistence, expressiveness, and judgment. 
Studies About Non-Residence Hall 
--- ----
Extracurricular Leadership ££Male Collegians 
While students in certain courses were used as subjects 
in certain studies of this section, all the studies pertain 
to leadership exhibited outside of the classroom. 
Hemphill (39) related group size to behavior and concluded 
that, on several unreported items of behavior only, leaders 
of larger groups behave significantly different from leaders 
in smaller groups. 
Sophomores on one college campus according to C. W. 
Bernett (28) most fre~uently associated the following traits 
with leaders: personality, originality, aggressiveness, 
'.(j and sense of responsibility. 
0 
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Sward (57) in his study of 59 male student leaders at 
the University of Minnesota found a lack of temperament 
differences between groups of leaders and non-leaders. Ye~? 
he concluded that the direction of achievement was related 
to temperament in certain types of leaders such as politicians 
who were characterized as strongly social and scholastically 
mediocre. 
Peer ratings of 200 fraternity brothers were utilized 
in a study by Hodges (41). His results seemed to support 
the thought that leaders and non-leaders differ only slightly 
in terms of their following of social norms and goals of 
the group. Enthusiasm, aggressiveness, impartiality, energy, 
and friendliness were traits which seemed to be more 
representative of the leader of this study. 
In Hunter and Jordan's (42) year-long analysis of 
personality traits of student 1 eaders a:t a southern state 
university, leaders were significantly more dominant than 
non-leaders in face-to-face situations. In addition, they 
were resistant to suggestions, used more caution in respond-
ing to extreme statements, and exercised more discrimination 
in judgment of items on paper-and-pencil personality tests. 
As measured by the Strong Vocational Interest Blank, leaders 
were significantly more mature in vocational interests. 
But, in measures of introversion-extroversion, there were no 
significant differences between leaders and non-leaders. 
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And while there was 8l. slight tendancy for leaders to the 
less neurotic than non-leaders on Bernreuter Personality 
Inventory items, this difference was not statistically 
significant. Such was true of differences between out-
standing leaders and non-leaders, too. 
Bowden (26) studied male presidents of either the 
student body or student council in 40 United States college$ 
and universities which were widely separated geographically. 
They were rated by their peers. While the writer did not 
place much.confidence in his conclusions, he stated that 
all leaders were of the ascendent type: extroverted, 
expensive, social in nature with excellent insight as well 
as good judgment. 
Hartshorn (38) concluded that there were significant 
differences between leaders, members, and non-members of 
student organizations at the Los Angeles campus of the 
University of Ollifornia. ~Rwever, these differences were 
found on 4 variables onlY,~: the theoretical, economical, 
and political scales of the 1Ulport-Vernon Study of Values 
and the Social Introversion-Extroversion scale of the 
Minnesota T-S~E Inventory. Other significant differences 
resulted on these tests, the Minnesota Multiphasic Person~ 
ali ty Inventory and the Psychological Ex·amination for 
College Freshman. But these were differences between certain 
combinations of sub-groups rather than the basic groups of 
0 leaders, members, and non-members. 
Williamson and Hoyt (60) also utilized the Minnesota 
Multiphasic Personality Inventory in a study of personality 
traits of student leaders. When they compared group averages, 
they perceived some reliable differences in personality trends 
among various types of organizations as a whole even though 
differences were small. and overlapped • .As a group, not all 
individuals in the group, poll tical leaders from the S.tudent 
Republican Club(especially the liberais and radicals) were 
different personality-wise from other groups of leaders. 
The differences suggested to the authors such descriptions 
as neurotic and unstable. The group of fraternity-sorority 
leaders differed little from a 70 per cent sample of fresh-
men of a different year and statistically significant differ-
ences were not found, either, in religious, government, and 
publication groups. 
Studies About Personality 
Traits of Males in Other College Settin~s 
It seemed to the researcher that an additional back-
ground relevant to this study could come from a review of 
various studies about the social adjustment of collegiate 
males. Alexander and Wo·::>druff (23) conducted two studies 
to determine the relationship between social development 
ratings by peers and academic success at a college. One 
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study had the entire student body of one ~ear as a popula-
tion while the second study was on that .college 1 s freshman 
class of another yearo Dormitory residents or even males 
were not reported separately. However, one of the writer 1s 
conclusions was that it was favorable, grade-wise, for men 
to participate in social and athletic activities. 
At the University of Wisconsin Hillts (40) study of the 
relationship of extra-curricular activities to social adjust-
ment and scholastic achievement of students was stated in 
the form of a hypothesis. The conclusion indicated that 
adult staff members stimulation for students to participate 
in extra-curricular activities results in improved s,ociai 
adjustment, but has little effect on scholastic achievemento 
Folsom (32) from his study of the entire senior class 
at a small college, concluded that there was high relation-
ship between certain actions (taking part in athletics, 
election or appointment to student offices and societies) 
and the tendency to be judged handsome, agressive, sociable, 
cheerful, enthusiastic, and bodily active. So high was this 
relationship that, in his opinion,. success in social life 
biased judgments of traits by other students. 
From his small sample of 13 university males, Burks (27) 
concluded that sympathetic interest in others seemed to be 
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particularly important for a male 1 s successful relationship 
or relationships with one or more other college males. 
One hundred Jewish male students at Brooklyn College 
indicated that the traits of loyalty, ability to be confided 
1n, and frankness were most preferred in friendship with 
other males. '~ose personal ~alities least preferred in 
this study by Winslow and Frankell (61) and that of Thomas 
(67} were nearly the same as determined by Kidd (64) in his 
study of 639 residents of a men 1 s residence hall. 
Vreeland and Corey (.59::236) concluded from their study 
at DePauw University that the degree of both so-called 
neuroticism and social intelligence has some part in the 
selection of friends. 
Non-Higher Education Studies of Leadershi£ 
Ability and Personality Traits 
Britt (3) listed 60 personality traits as the prime 
ones of leadership. Krout 1 s (13) study of 100 selected leaders 
in various areas of social life, including education, 
expanded the list to 8,5. But, also, he com-nented that 164 
traits would represent a fair sample of those traits which 
would be significant to students of leadership. From about 
20 grua.si-research studies of personality traits of leaders, 
Bird (2) arrived at a list of 79 traits and stated that there 
was little overlapping of traits among the studies surveyed. 
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Coffin (30) pointed out a diversity in his survey of traits 
as did Carter (29)o 
In 1951~ Kidd (64) concluded from his review of the 
literature on social rejection and acceptance that person-
ali ty characteristics were the most important determinants 
of social rejection in the school situation at all levels. 
Terrell1s (58} 1958 review of studies~ to that date~ of 
personality traits of leaders compared to non-leaders sug-
gested that certain traits or general methods of adaption 
might be important variables of leadership. Yet~ his 
swmnary cited only a few studies and the difference or trait 
categories described were from studies on different levels 
of education~ not the same one. Therefore" it seemed to 
have little promise as an orientation for this study. 
Recent surveys of the literature on leadership by 
Jenkins (44)~ Gibb (32), Carter (29), and Stodgdill (55) 
indicate neither logical nor statistical substantiation for 
the thought that one or more personality traits are co~non 
to various types of leaders or else that there is a leader 
type. They suggest~ rather strongly, (but do not conclude) 
that traits are more relative to the situation or group. 
There have been numerous investigations of the relation-
ship between personality traits and job performance in 
business and industry as well as teaching (Simons, 66). 
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And it is interesting to note that Simons study of 1957 
indicated that these studies, in general, reported a signifi-
cant relationship between personality traits and job 
performance. 
Sum.ina~y_ 
Reviewers of research have been most reluctant to 
reject the trait explanation of leadership since individual 
researchers have indicated that certain traits seem to have 
either sta.tistical or logical significance for leaders in 
certain situations. Yet, some revie1.-vers are hesitant 
to accept the trait explanation of leadership, too. Single 
traits or grottps of them which have been isolated in one 
or.more researches have not held as a single trait for 
leaders in all situations nor as a part of the leader 
constellation of traits in all situations. 
Reviewers have difficulty in presenting more definite 
conclusions. The criteria utilized to describe the situations 
in many studies are superficial ones, they merely present 
appearance pol.nts which do not enable reviei.vers to adequately 
analyze the similarities and differences among situations 
of varioui studies • 
.Also, revievJers indicate that the research findings 
need the test of time. Until investigation in a certain 
situation or even type of situation, such as the collegiate 
ca111pus, is extended 0Vf3r a long enough historical span of 
time, the results of investigations will lack reliability. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction 
This chapter opens with statements of the site and 
sample. Following those presentations is a statement of the 
studyts methods and procedures in the order in which they 
were used: development of the rating form; rating process; 
scoring of the rating form; personality appraisal instruments; 
testing process; and scoring of the personality appraisal 
instrument. 
Site of the Study 
The study was conducted during the latter part of the 
winter term of the 1959-1960 academic year at Central Missouri 
State College in Warrensburg, Missouri. 
Dwight Sanderson (5lr313) defines group structure a~ 
"the established procedures and division of labor for per-
forming specific functions." Utilizing his criteria and the 
definitions of them by the Jury, the following site descrip-
tion of the residence hall evolves as a part of the formal-
type government structure:· 
(a) physical basis: a residence hall housing approxi-· 
a 
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mately 540 residents in various types of sleeping room and 
bathroom combinations (singles, doubles, triples and quad-
ruples) with lounges, recreational areas, and a common food 
preparation and serving area. 
(b) administration structure: a director of the ha11 
is responsible for the total operation (both student personnel 
and business-maintenance aspects) and is a.ssisted by one full-
time non-degree woman who acts as a hostess; two part-time 
advisory assistants, and part-time administrative assistants 
(c) dominant viewpoint of the residence hall administra-
tion: seeking to have the residents cooperate with, conform 
to and support the college administration's viewpoints about 
education, the institution, residenGe halls, behavior in the 
residence, etc. 
Other common aspects of the twelve groups and, therefore, 
a part of the formal-type government structure is as follows: 
1. stated group purpose: seeking support by residents 
of these behavior standards deemed as appropriate by the 
institution's administration plus an approval from the 
directoi implementing programs in the areas of scholarship, 
culture, socialr and recreational activities. 
2. general code of behavior for memberst self control, 
assistance in control of other members, and support of 
governm·ent leaders and staff 
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3. institutionalization: no formal-type customs, ritual, 
or ceremonial insignia 
4· means of consensus in government meetings: various 
types of majority votes, via parliamentary procedure 
Sample of the Study 
As mentioned previously, this study is delimited to 
those 48 gover~ment leaders of the 12 units. And it is 
limited, for the most part, to 24 leaders:· those 12 leaders 
judged 'generally incompetenti and those 12 leaders judged 
''generally competent". Each of these students had hald 
their position since the beginning of the 1959-1969 academic 
year. 
The other aspects of group structure which seem impor-
tant in this description of formal-type government structure 
are found in certain points which are common to each and 
every one of the 48 leaders. These are the following points:: 
(1) leaders are elected from their group by a majority 
vote 
(2) leaders possess responsibility for their group 
which is secondary to that of hall staff members 
(3) compared to hall staff members, leaders possess 
secondary-type authority for their groupls purpose in major 
matters and 
(4) various leader functions in total government of 
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student affairs in the hall (functions such as planning, 
communicating, coordinating, problem solving, and evalua-
ting) plus·the degree of these functions are delegated from 
the director on the basis of willingness of the group of 
leaders to accept responsibility for both student behavior 
and functioning 
(5) leaders have special functions, responsibility, 
authority, and privileges 
(6) formal-type committees are formed as needed with 
the members of those committees se1ected by one or more 
governing leaders 
/Procedures for Defining Structure Criteria 
Those descriptions of Sand·ersonts criteria were arrived 
at by a jury of 17 voting members and the nonNvoting researcher 
(hall director). All governing leaders and advisory assis-
tants, at the beginning of the study, indicated their willing~ 
ness to devote the necessary interest and time. Other selec-· 
tion criteria for the jury's 12 gover.ning leaders and 5 
advisory assistants were the following~ 
a. From each of the 12 groups one governi~g leader was 
selected randomly from the four leaders of that group. 
The names of each group)s four leaders were placed in a hat, 
and ronon-involved resident drew one name. 
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b. Five advisory assistants were chosen on the basis 
that each of them had at~least one year of experience as a 
governing leader in the same structure in addition to at 
least one term as an advisory assistant. 
The process of defining Sanderson:i·s criteria; proceeded 
as followsr 
l. The researcher interviewed each of the 48 governing 
leaders and determined that each of them wms willing to 
assist in the defining, and believed that he w~s able to 
do so. 
2. The 17 jurors met with the researcher in an irti.tial 
orientation session during which he discussed Sandersonis 
criteria. Then, each of the jurors wa.s re<i!{llested to think 
several times during the follo~ing week a~out and to record 
their impressions of the structure of government in their 
groups. 
3· As a group, one week later, they discussed their 
thoughts for more than an hour, then left with the one 
week assignment of a first definition of each criteria. 
4· When they returned the following week~ each of them 
discussed their definitions with the researcher. He told 
them to think about the criteria during the next week and 
again record their impressions. 
5. Within tha~ weekis time, the researcher analyzed 
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each and every series of definitions once, them culled 
through them again in order to select the common elements. 
6. The first part of the following week's meeting was 
devoted to the rating members discussing the definitions 
again. After this, the researcher presented what seemed 
to be common elements of e$ch criteria. Jurors took notes 
during this period and followed the note-taking with a 
discussion among themselves. Then they selected the common 
elements of each criter.'ia by a two-thirds majority vote. 
The groupts secretary read the group each definition 
of each criteria. Any final changes were incorpQrated 
into the material handed to the researcher. 
Development of the Rating Form 
After a consideration of material in the research by 
Simons(66::19), the researcher decided that a rating form 
would meet the needs of this particular research rather 
than a more carefully constructed and discriminating rating 
scale. 
Selected as the most important general criteria to be 
met by the form, the assumptions of the study~ were the 
following: (a) instructions adequate, especially in terms 
of what the rater is to observe; (b) items adequately defined 
and carefully selected to lend themselves to uniform under-
standing; (c) items differing only to the degree to which 
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they could be rated reliablyr (d) the ranking choices are 
appropriate on basis of type and are adequately defined, 
thereby lending themselves to uniform understanding; (f) 
number of ranking choices is adequate for the purposes of 
the forms at a particular time; (g) form has some logical 
validity in the thinking of a q~alified jury; (h) there is 
some inter-rater agreement. 
A method of this ~udy which seems to require some 
defense is the use of only three independent ratings·on 
the particular coordinating performance of each governing 
leader. While some non-surveyors disagree, a number of 
writers, including Simons (66:22l and Jahoda (10:206), 
accept three raters as a minimal number when the rating 
variables are controlled well and the form has a lot of 
time spent on it for the purpose of objectifying it. As 
discussions throughout this chapter enumerate, the researcher 
sought to carefully control the rating variables as well as 
objectify the form. 
The word "coordination" as it is used in this study is 
to be operationally defined by the items in the final form. 
However, a general definition is derived from those re-
searcher's (68:·9) writings in the area of residence hall 
government which are utilized by both governing leader and 
supervisor~ The definition reads as follows: "keep each 
0 35 government goal, program, leader and committee, activity, 
and interest in its place in the structure and well attuned 
to the others in order tha't together they form a unified, 
on-going group and residence halln. In the in-service 
training sessions and working contact between the leaders 
amd the staff, the word "coordination"~ has been regarded 
as a part of all phases of leadership or the work of planning 
analysis, prescription and execution. 
General justification for the jury method of selecting 
items is found in the writing of several researchers, 
Simons (66) and Taguiri (17) included, who point out that 
it is a pragmatically useful and legitimate method (although 
with possible semantic and logical problems). 
Selected for the jury were the fol.lowing persons:-
(a) All or 12 advisory assistants 
(b) One governing leader from each unit or a totai 
of 1.2(selected randomly by group like jurors 
for the structure definition) 
(c) the researcher or hall director(advisor in a 
non-voting capacity). 
There were several reasons for choosing a jury of 
government leaders and advisory assistants. First, these 
persons were ~he type of persons. most active in government 
coordinating work. Each of them indicated at the time of 
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selection that they believed that their experience was 
adequate for the task. Adult supervisors were not that close 
to the coordination of duties nor were residents. The 
latter indication was gained by a brief survey of residents. 
Therefore, the leaders and assistants were the persons who 
understood what coordinative actions seemed needed to accom-
plish goals and programs basically set by the institution's 
administration. Each of these jurors, too, either had 
expressed willingness to spend time to accomplish a careful, 
competent evaluation and description of coordinating duties. 
Procedures utilized for the selection of items are as 
follows: 
1. Researcher searched literature for possible items 
in order to provide the jury with a framework of ideas. 
2. At the first meeting, the entire jury discussed this 
framework and sought to conceptualize their coordinative 
experience. At the end of the meeting, it was decided that 
each juror should return in three days with a specific list 
of items. 
3. Jurors met together in three days and, as an entire 
group, discussed each juror's items. After much discussion 
seventy items were selected for the first list of items each 
juror would evaluate. 
4· Within one week, the lists of seventy items were distri-
buted to each juror. The introductory statement of each form 
0 31 requested each juror to determine whether or not an item 
was an important one to describing their coordination. 
5. Evaluations were returned within 5 days and the 
researcher 1 s tabulations indica ted that 39 i terns were a:.gree~ 
upon by two-thirds of the jury meeting the one criterion 
of importance. 
6. Feeling the ne~d for greater discrimination of items, 
the researcher recommended that the jury determine!t!IQ.Ore 
discriminately selection criteria. The jury decided upon 
the following ones:: 
• each i tern is· deemed as a necessary coordinating 
action 
each item is able to be observed by raters without 
much special or involved training and practice 
• (although some special training, practice and extra 
careful definition work is expected) 
• each item seems to discriminate between competent 
and-incompetent performance(governing leaders were 
not told that only the high and low performers 
were to be tested). 
7~ Soon, the researcher distributed the list of 39 
items wLth the new criterion instruction. 1 
8. At the end of three jury meetings(which included 
several redefinings of each item), they reached a nine-tenth's 
1
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consensus on 21 items. To the researcher that number of 
items met his standard (that the sample of behavior to be 
rated, coordinating performance of government leaders, was 
narrowly enough defined and also met general research pur-
poses of the study). 
9. Other construction details of the rating form 
determined by the researcher, after conference with the 
jury, were the following ones:· 
(a) Arrangement of form items is chosen randomly, 
first of all. However, items were reviewed by 
the advisory assistant jurors to avoid two items 
of a similar nature appearing too closely together. 
(b) On the basis of conclusions by Simohs (66::21) and 
Goode and Hatt (6::239), it was decided that little 
would be gained by either weighting or ranking 
the items beyond assuming that they would weight 
e~al1y in the form. 
(c) The five ranking choices were determined: highly 
incompetent, incompetent, on-the-fence, competent, 
and highly competent. Definition of the ranking 
choices was completed by the re~earcher on the 
basis of a two-thirds majority consensus of rater 
opinion. The general criteria used were that the 
definitions should seem objective and behavioristic 
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The final rating form items 2and list of instructions3 
were reviewed, in total, by the committee, approved, and 
presented to the researcher. 
Rating Process 
A. special assumption about rating others which is 
pertinent to this particular study is that advisory 
assistants are better able to evaluate and will better 
evaluate the governing leaders as to coordinating perfor-
mance than the following: the leaders~ non-leaders group 
members, or adult staff members. Reasons advanced to 
• 
support this assumption are the following ones: 
(1) self ratings by leaders were deemed impractical 
due to the leaders expressions of reluctance before the 
research was undertaken (lack of ability to observe self 
coordinating performance adequately and lack of desire to 
spend time required for raters to complete special training 
and ratings). 
(2) The leaders rating each other was discounted due 
to reluctance as well as evidanc.e of probable extensive ~~as. 
(3) Non-leader group members were ruled out for several 
2
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reasons:: 
(a) rating coordinating performance required close 
observation by persons involved in the coordinating; 
(b) answers on a written survey revealed the reluctance 
of many to rate (they believed either that they had 
a protective or derogatory feeling toward governing 
leaders which would lead to personal bias. 
(4) Ratings by staff adults were discounted since they 
expressed a lack of close enough contact with the coordination 
process. 
(5) The advisory assistants expressed interest and will-
ingness to spend the needed time; believed that they could 
control any bias, especially with training; .met the quali-· 
fications of sufficient previous contact; and haa previous 
general training in rating and in evaluation. 
After the researcher reviewed the advisory assistants 
first ratings, he decided that this assumption seemed to 
be adequately met and therefore he allowed each one to 
undertake the further rating training and the final rating. 
In November 1959, when the research was in an undevel-
oped stage, all potential raters (advisory assistants) were 
alerted to make a particular effort to observe the coordina-
ting function of a leader's performance. As each week 
passed, the advisory assistants showed more and more promise 
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as observers of this function. This continual ,evaluation 
type of training was accomplished by the researcher because 
the advisory assistants were required to include such infor-
mation as a regular part of their weekly reports. 
The first orientation session for raters consisted of 
an explanation of the study's purposes and approaches. 
Another important phase of the process was the partici-
pation of the five raters on the jury which defined San~?nson 1 s 
criteria. Since not all 12 advisory assistants were included, 
the five who participated were responsib-le for keeping the 
other seven non-participants aware of the developments when 
the entire group met, once a week, for regular staff meetings, 
In this way, each rater was able to gain the benefits of 
this definition background which proved helpful when rating. 
Following the work on selection of items and other 
phases of the rating form construction, another orientation 
session was held. At this time, the general purpoaes of 
rating, the rating process,4 and use of the ranking choices 
was presented by the researcher and discussed by the groupo 
Then, the researcher distributed the 21-item rating form with 
instructions and general information on the rating processo 
Raters were instructed to return their first practice 
composite rating within a week. This composite rating 
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was actually composed of three sub-ratings completed two days 
apart averaged together in order to spot inc0nsistencies. 
Three days after the researcher had reviewed the first 
ratings, the group of raters met again with the researchero 
At this time, there was reemphasis of certain points. These 
points came from the researcher's evaluation of each rater's 
first practice ratings plus the rater's voicing of their 
problems with that rating. After discussion of the points, 
the raters were instructed to comptete another rating within 
three days and then arrange for a private conference with 
the researcher. 
In the following private conference with the researcher, 
the researcher examined the ratings for major flaws and then 
discussed them with the rater. Each rater was then instructed 
to complete one more rating within two days, average the 
rating,. and pass in the total work for the researcher's 
evaluation. After this evaluation, seven raters of the 
twelve were requested to complete one more rating. After 
an evaluation of these seven ratings, two raters were 
requested to complete another one. 
Scoring of Rating Form 
The first step in the scoring process was to assign the 
numerical values of 1,2,3,4, and 5 to the rating descrip-
tions of highly incompetent, incompetent, on-the-fence, 
competent, and highly competent in that respective order. 
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These values seemed to meet the dual criteria of reflecting 
the leader's competency status and also offering the appear-
ance of a linear continuum (from highest to lowest) in the 
subsequent freq~ency distribution of scores. 
After assigning numerical scores to each of the twenty-
one aspects of coordinating performance of each governing 
leader, raters transferred these scores to a master tabula-
tion sheet. Then, the total score for each governing leader 
was determined by adding the scores on each of the twenty-
one i terns .• 
The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey 
Guilford and Zimmerman (9,:,1) state in their manuar that 
their test was constructed in accordance with the following 
purposes! (1) one booklet of items; (2) one sheet for 
answers; (3-) a scoring method which they deem efficient; 
(4) inclusion of those personality traits which they believe 
are of the highest degree of utility and uni~eness; (5) 
omission or condensation of those trait scores with what 
is deemed sufficiently high intercorrelations. 
Thirty items in each of ten traits or a total of BOO 
items are included in this survey. The authors (9:1) 
indicate that they usEd the word, ''surveyn, because they 
believed that only a general evaluation of those traits was 
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provided by the test. 
The ten traits are defined by the author as follows: 
G. Gen~l activity; hurrying, liking for speed, 
livelinessF vitality, production, efficiency vs 
slow and deliberate, easily fatigued, inefficient 
R. Restraint:· serious-minded, deliberate, persistent 
vs carefree, impulsive, excitement-loving 
.A. Ascendance:: self-defense, leadership, speaking 
in public, bluffing vs submissiveness, hesitation, 
~voiding conspiciousness · 
S. Sociability: having many friends, seeking social 
contacts and limelight vs few friends and shyness 
E. Emotional stability:- evenness of moods, optimistic 
composure vs fluctuation of moods, pessimism, 
daydreaming, excitability, feelings of guilt, 
worry, loneliness, and ill-health 
0. Objectivity: thick-skinned vs hypersensitive, 
self-centered, suspicious, having ideas of 
reference, getting into trouble 
F. Friendliness: toleration of hostile action, 
acceptance of domination, respect for others 
vs belligerency, hostility, resentment, desire 
to dominate, and contempt for others 
T. Thoughtfulness: reflective, observing of self 
and others, mental praise vs interest in overt 
activity and mental disconcertednrss 
P. Personal relations:· tolerance ofrp·!3·ople, faith 
in social institutions vs faultfinding, critical 
of institutions, suspicious, self-pitying 
M. Masculinity:: interest in masculine activities,, 
not easily disgusted, hard-boiled, inhibits 
emotional expression, little interest in clothes 
and style vs interest in feminih~ activities and 
vocations, easily disgusted, fearful, romantic, 
emotionally expressive 
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Stephenson's (54:49) concern with the~•authors (9:6) 
is that the correlations are generally small enough to 
indicate that the factor scores represent separate dimension. 
Saunders (52:·65) indicates that use of only the individual 
scales seems adequate for research purposes. However, 
Anastasi (1:537) states that higher reliabilities would be 
more desirable for differential interpretation of individual 
profiles used in counsel.ing. 
The co-authors (9:6) of the instrument ]?elieve that / 
the factor validity of the scores is fairly well assured 
by the foundation of factor-analysis studies plus the 
successive item-analysis which has been directed toward 
internal consistency and uni~eness. 
Stephenson (54::49) and Saunders (52::65) enumerate on 
the testts efficiency of collection of data and scoring. 
Other advantages of this test were the researcher's familiarity 
with it, and the test-provision of a dontt know category 
for use when the subject is uncertain about answering yes or 
no. 
In conclusion, while this instrument seems to have 
certain deficiencies, to the researcher, those deficiencies 
do not seem to be serious for it 1s use in research: this 
one test provided adequate data on certain traits of hurried 
subjects who had only a short amount of time for testingo 
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Additional information about the instrument may be 
found in the test manual~ in the manual's bibliography~ 
and in articles by writers quoted in this section. 
The Testina Process 
Testing is a form of self-rating and self-raters are 
liable for the following problems (in addition to those of 
the general rating process)5: (a) overrating themselves on 
behavior deemed as desirable or appropriate and underrating 
themselves on behavior deemed as undesirable or inappropriate; 
(b) l.acking competency in observing all traits of their 
behavior. 
One of the previously-mentioned advantages of the 
instrument was the inclusion of a don 1 t know category as 
a possible answer to any question. This~· in itself~ is a 
control to assist the testees to be frank and accurate and 
to avoid the problems of self-ratings. 
To assist in avoiding these problems~ testing condi-
tions were controlled as carefully as seemed possibleo 
At the start~ it was recognized that possible negative 
mental states could build up in the testees before the actual 
testing. To avoid s·uch conditions, a number of things were 
done. First of all, all the testees had a personal confer-
5 Ibid. 
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ence with the researchers in which, again, he emphasized 
the support of other testees and the importance of the 
s.tudy. They were told that no governing leader loses his 
position nor is evaluated by administrators· on the basis 
-4·7 
of his test answers; that the results are kept in locked 
files; that the results are not erlEred into their residence 
hall records; and that counseling center members will talk 
with them about their indications if they initiate the 
contact. In addition, it was emphasized that the researchts· 
value to their hall program will be damaged if they are not 
frank in their answers. 
A day before their testing time, they received a reminder 
sheet6 with their testing time and a statement in regard of 
a. few general points to be observed in readying for the test 
situation. Just before the testing began the researcher 
asked each subject whether or not he was either emotionally 
disturbed or physically fatigue~. 
The testing room was sefected by the testees from among 
several possibilities. Freedom from noise and distraction; 
ade~ate lighting and ventilation; and adequate seating; and 
writing space were considered. Each person was asked to 
check these conditions, again, when he entered the area at 
the testing time. 
Guilford and Zimmerman state (9:·10) that n the best 
See Appendix E 
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results will be obtained if the test is administered to 
subjects individually or in small groups under:~supervisionan 
In the testing for this study, six subjects were tested on 
an individual basis, twelve took the test in groups of two, 
and there were two groups of three governing leaders. 
ScorinJl the Test 
Two answer sheets were hand scored beq~use they had 
too many marking problems. Twenty-two answer sheets were 
machine scored. Each scoring key for machine scoring ~as 
checked and punched some more, if necessary, for avoidance 
of non-registering of the pencil marks. Then, the scoring 
machine checked each answer sheet by a so-called rights and 
wrongs method. This procedure determined if any extra 
marks needed blackening in order to register in the machine. 
Final tabulation work then proceeded. 
CHAPTER IV 
DAT.A AND AN.ALYSI S OF DATA 
Introduction 
This chapter presents the data and its analysis. 
Sections of this chapter, in the order of their appear-
ance are as follows:: (1) determination of the raters 
conformance to an expected distribution of ratings; (2) 
determination of agreement among the raters; (3) determi-
nation of the validity of the rating form; (4) determina-
tion of.the "generally competent" and "generally incom-
petent" leaders; (5) measured traits of the "generally 
competent" and "generally incompetent" leader groups. 
Determination of Raters Conformance 1£A. Normal Curve 
Distribution 
Writers, including Hutson (43 ::364) in his recent 
review of such literature, have indicated that raters 
should generally respect the normal curve. Symonds (16) 
supports the viewpoint that while there should be general 
conformance, a rater should not be bound to the strictness 
of a certain percentage of ratings being placed in rating 
scoring divisions. 
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After several trials with the raters of this study 
on a number of days before the regular practice sessions, 
the researcher decided to tell the rater~ that, if they 
were so inclined they need not rigidly conform to the 
expected percentages of the normal curve. Therefore, a 
researcher might expect that the raters had not conformed 
closely. Yet, this is a question for hypothesis testing 
through statistical analysis. 
The n;ul.I hypothesis tested was that the ratings of 
all 48 government leaders did not differ significantly 
from a normal-type distribution. 
A chi-square test was used to determine the diver-
gence of observed ratings from actual rat_ings 'whether 
or not the raters rigidly followed the normal distri-
bution even though they did not have to). The chi-square 
formula used by Garrett (.5:~241) for testing agreement 
between observed and expected results is as follows: 
= rlcfo - fe) 2 J 
·[ fe 
fo equals frequency of occurrence of observed or 
experimentally determined facts. fe e~uals expected 
fre~uency of occurrence on some hypothesiso 
The explanation for the use of this formula is as 
follows: 
The difference between observed and expected 
0 
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frequencies are s~uared and divided by the expected 
number in each case and the sum of these quotients is 
chi-square. The more closely the observed results 
approximate to the expected, the smaller is chi-square 
and the closer the agreement between observed data and 
the hypothesis being tested. On the other hand, the 
larger the chi-square, the greater the probability of 
a real divergence of experimentally observed results 
from expected results. To evaluate chi-s~are, we 
enter Table 32 with the given value of chi-square and 
with df, the number of degrees of freedom. The 
q_uanti ty df=: (r-1) (c-1) in which r is the number of 
rows and c the number of columns in which the data 
are tabulated. From Table 32 we find P, the probabi-
lity that the obtained chi-square is significant.(5:241) 
When following Garrett's (5:246) dividing of the 
baseline of a normal curve (over 6 ) into five e~ual 
segments of 1.20 each, proportions of the normal dis-· 
tribution are found for each of the segments (5:117). 
These proportions are then taken as percentages of 48 
and entered into the row of expected results in Table I. 
To determine the observed results, first, the number 
80(lowest possible score of 20 subtracted from highest 
possible rating of 100) is divided into proportions and 
connected into whole numbers with the resulting numerical 
ranges established within the divisions being set up 
for one rating~ highly incompetent (20-23); incompetent 
(24-42); on-the-fence (43-77); competent (78-96); and 
highly competent (97-100). Expanding these ranges in 
order to arrive at the numerical ranges for the three 
scores, the following are the results: highly incompetent 
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TABLE II 
TOTAL RATING SCORES OF FORTY-EIGHT GOVERNMENT LEADERS~!-
Leader Nu..rnerical Leader Nu:.rnerical Leader Numerical 
Gode No. Total of Ra tt:g._gs Code No. Total of Rati_g_gs Code No. Tot a 1 of f3.a !-__!_~ 
--~--- ~---~
1 • (22) 293 17. <4 ) 214 33. ( 16) 127 
2. (21) 292 18. (14) 208 34. (25) 123 
3· (29) 279 19. (13) 200 35· (37) 119 
4· (33) 276 20. (19) 187 36. (44) 109 
5. (48) 263 21. (46) 182 37· (47) 104 
6. (45) 255 22. (40) 179 38. ( 27) 98 
7. (10) 253 23. (28) 173 39. ( 39) 95 
8. ( 5) 244 24. ( 8) 164 40. (32) 93 
9. ( 1 ) 243 25. (20) 158 41. (1.5) 87 
10. ( 3 ) 240 26. (35) 150 42. ( 7) 83 
11 . (17) 237 27. (42) 142 43. (38) 81 
12. (12) 235 28. (2 ) 142 44· (24) 81 
13. (9 ) 229 29. (26). 136 45. (41) 78 
14. (31) 224 30. ( 6 ) 133 46. ( 11) .74 \51. 'vJ 
1.5. (18) 220 31. (34) 130 47. ( 23) 71 
16. (30) 219 32. (36) 128 48. (43) 69 
~"Compiled from Appendix F. 
(60-68); incompetent (69-126); on the fence (127-233); 
competent (234-291) and highly competent (292-300). 
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When referring to Table II, it is fottnd that there are 
no government leaders included on the highly incompetent 
scale division; 15 in the incompetent category; 21 in 
the on-the-fence division; 10 in the competent category; 
and two in the category of highly-competent. 
Arrival at chi-s~uare by use of the formula proceeds 
in the following manner: 
1. fo-fe (for each of the 5 scoring divisions) 
2. each of the 5 resulting numbers is squared 
3· (f;-fe) 2 (for each of those results obtained 
fe 
in two) 
4· These five new numbers are added with a 3.15 chi-
square as the result 
Solving for df by the formula (r-1) (c-1) or(5-1)(2-l) 
the result is 4. From the table of chi-s~uare in 
Garrett (5::242) it is clear that this value of chi-square 
lies between entries in columns .70 and .50. Without 
interpolation, it seems sufficiently accurate for o~t 
purposes to describe P as lying near .55. Since 3.15 
amount of divergence from the normal distribution can be 
expected to occur upon repetition of this experiment in 
approximately 55% of the trials, chi-square w.as not 
significant and we must retain the null hypothesis~ 
0 
0 
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Therefore, it may be concluded that the ratings do conform 
to the normal-type curve. 
Determination of Agreement .Among the Raters 
Examination of the data in the tables of Appendix F 
suggested that there were differences among the raters. 
Statistical analysis was undertaken to determine the 
significance of these differences. Travers (19:· 1.77) 
is among the writers who have pointed out the need for 
sufficient rater agreement in order to support the mean-
ingfulness of the rating process and resulting ratings 
(although there is variance in the'thinking as to what 
degree of agreement is sufficient). 
The null hypothesis to be tested is as follows: 
there are no differences among the mean scores of all 
the governing leaders of the twelve units. 
Since an exact probability statement was desired 
and since it was assumed that observations were inde-
pendent and that the variable under study had underlying 
continuity and yet 1ittle information was known about 
the popul.ation, nonparametric statistical techniques were 
investigated for an appropriate technique of testing the 
hypothesis. Due to the power-efficiency of the Krushal-
Wallis one-way analysis of variance test, it was selected. 
0 
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Siegal's evidence on the power of the Kruschal-
Wallis test (15:192), indicates a most favorable compar-
ison, 95.5 per cen~with the powerful parametric test, 
the F test. 
As presented in Siegal (15:185), the Kruskal-
Wallis test formula, distributed as chi-square with 
df = k - 1, is as follows: 
12 
H - N(N "'' 1) 
2 
R· 
_J_- 3 (N + 1) 
Where k = number of samples 
nj =number of cases in jth sample 
N the number of cases in all samples 
combined 
Rj = sum of ranks in jth sample (column) 
directs one to sum over the k samples (columns) 
Siegal (15:185). offers these instructions for inter-
preting the level of significance of H: 
When there are more than 5 cases in the various 
groups, that is nj75, the probability associated 
with the occurance under H0 (i.e. null hypothesis) 
of values as large as an observed H may be deter-
mined by reference to Table C of the Appendix (i.e. 
Table of Critical Values of Chi S~uare). If 
the observed value of H is equal to or larger than 
the value of chi square given in Table C for 
previously set level of significance and for the 
observed value of dk= k- 1, then H0 (l.e. null 
hypothesis) may be rejected at that level of 
significance. 
To compute H the arithmetic mean of the ratings of 
each government leader was determined first. Then, each 
of the 48 ratings (from the lowest to the highest) was 
assigned a rank and the ranks were summed for each group. 
Finally, H was computed from the formula. This data is 
presented in Appendix F. 
The resulting value of H was 10.48. The level of 
significance for testing the null hypothesis was set, 
before the computations, at .05. Reference to the table 
of critical values of chi-s~are reveals that the value 
of chi-s~uare for eleven degrees of freedom at the .50 
level of significance is 10o34, whereas, it is 12.90 at 
the .30 level of significance for that same number of 
degrees of freedom. Without interpolation, it is sufficiently 
accurate to describe H as lying between .50 and .30. Since 
these probabilities are larger than our previously set leve1 
of .05, the null hypothesis may be accepted or retained at 
this level of confidence. If the rating was repeated, an 
H value of 10.48 can be ex.pected to occur in approximately 
45% of the trials. Since chi-s~uare is not significant, the 
null hypothesis will be retained. Yet, there is no conclusion 
in evidence of dif~erences among the mean scores, and, therefore 
among the raters. On the basis of this finding, it would seem 
0 
0 
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that there is sufficient agreement among raters to allow 
further compilation and analysis of data for the purpose 
of determining relationship between performance data 
and traits of the governing leaders. 
Determination of the Validity of the Rating Form 
As Simons points out in his pertinent research (66:23), 
validating rating form is difficult. Yet, without it 
the form lacks usefulness. Goode and Hatt (6:237) 
indicate that there are several methods for validating 
a form. Jury opinion, logical validity, known-groups 
method, and the independent-criteria method are acceptable 
ways. 
The jury opinion method was utilized with this study's 
form. Juries of competent and experienced persons deter-
mined the form's items, scoring divisions, and other 
construction points. 
Logical or content validity is difficult to prove 
statistically, when this matter was discussed with the 
jurors who defined the government structure of the study 
before the final form was devised, their judgment was that 
the form appeared to possess content validity. They based 
their consensus judgment on the thoughts that the items 
seemed to cover the major areas of coordinating duties 7 
7
see Appendix A 
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as well as seemed to cover those areas in the desired 
proportions. 
To them, the form possessed another type of validity, 
too:: llface validi ty11 • "Face validi ty11 refers, not to 
what the test necessarily measures, but to what it appears 
to measure. Anastasi ( 1 :·121) continues her discussion, 
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by pointing out that attaining face validity is, in itself, 
a desirable aim of construction. To the juries, including 
all raters, and to the researcher,, the form atlained this. 
Therefore, the researcher believed that on the basis 
of these indications plus reading of other acceptable 
research studi.es, that the form, although not having been 
validated by more direct means, has validity satisfactory 
for this particular research 
Determination of the ~enera1ly Competen~1 and 
1Uenerally Incompeten~'Government Leaders 
It waw necessary to have an adequate number of subjects 
for this study. And, yet, to justify the use of the words 
11 generally competent 11 for the high group of government 
leaders and the words 11 generally incompetent" for the 
low group, a considerable buffer group seemed desirable. 
It was hoped that raters would report a normal dis-
tribution in order that an equal number of leaders, 13, 
would result from a combination of the top two categories 
0 
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and an equal number or 13 occur from a combination of 
the bottom two categories. Yet, the number of observed 
leaders in the combined highly competent and competent 
' divisiom. is 12 whid:a the number of leaders in the 
highly incompetent and incompetent division is 15. 
Therefore, in order to meet the requirements explained 
in the first paragraph and also not vary much from the 
expected normal distribution of thoseleaders, it was 
decided to select the upper 25 per cent of the scores 
or 12 leaders for the high group (or "generally competent" 
leaders) and the lower 25% for the low group designated 
as "generally incompetent" leaders. These scores were 
taken from Table II. 
Therefore, the terms ngenerally competent" and 
"generally incompetent" evolved from the combining of 
the two high scoring categories and the two low scoring 
categories respectively. Using the terms competent and 
incompetent for these combined categories would be 
confusing since these last-mentioned terms were used 
before the categories were combined. 
Measured Traits of the "Generally Competent" 
and 11Generally Incompetent" Leaders 
This section is divided intotl'me.? separate sub:-
set::>~tions: 
0 
0 
a. the 11 t 11 test 
b. comparison of the leaders on each scale of the 
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey 
c. summary 
This sub-section is to be devoted to presenting the 
11 t 11 test as the method for determining the significance 
of the difference between the mean scores obtained on 
the various scales of the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament 
Survey. Garrett (5:189) advises that when the number 
of cases is less than 5o, it is advisable to utilize 
a more exact formula than G-' ~  A more exact 
formula is important for research because of the mathe~ 
matical. proof pointed out by Garrett (5:188) that the 
standard deviation of the sample systematically is less 
than the standard deviation of the population from which 
the sample is drawn. The result is that a small sample 
produces a more pronounced underestimation. Correction 
of this tendency toward a considerable underestimation 
may be handled by stating the number of cases (N-1) 
. 
rather than N. Therefore, the formula in Garrett(5:189) 
which was utilized was the following: 
j r.l"" !x2 S = ( N-1) 
0 
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Therefore, the "t" test formula which was utilized was 
as follows{15:155): 
t = 
Where M = mean 
subscript 1 is the high group and subscriptt2i~ the low score 
group 
The significance of the differences between the means, as 
arrived at through the "t" test, is statistically 
interpreted at the five per cent level of confidence. 
Appendix G and Appendix H present the raw scores and 
squared raw scores of each "generally competent" leader 
and each 11 generally incompetent" leader. Data in Table III 
offers the means ,of the raw scores of each group on each 
scale of the instrument used in this study, the difference 
between those means, the standard deviation of the sample, 
and the resul-ting 11 tn. 
'To as'sist in. the interpretation of statistics, 
defini tio·ns for ~ach scale 'and ip.terpretati ens of high 
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TABLE III 
COMPARISON OF GENERALLY COMPETENT AND GENERALLY INCOMPETENT GOVERNMENT 
LEADER GROUPS ON MEANS OF RAW SCORES Of THE SCALES OF THE 
GUI LFORD ... zi MMERMAN TEMPERAMENT SURVEY 
COMPETENT INCOMPETENT MEAN 
LEADER MEAN LEADER MEAN DIFFERENCE s~-- t 
21.42 16 .. 25 4o17 2.09 2.00 
18.67 14.67 4.00 2.17 1.84 
19.67 17 .. 42 2.25 2.25 1100· 
22.33 18.75 3·54 2.94 1.21 
20.42 18.17 2.25 11.21 1.02 
20.00 17.17 2.83 2.38 1 .19-
15.75 14.17 1.58 2.11 ·15 
19.75 16.91 2.84 2.09 1.36 
19.00 15.67 3-33 2.11 ·1.58 
21o17 19.92 1.25 1.48 .85 
' 
~1-s=estimate of the standard deviation of the samp'l.e 
~m =the five per cent 1leve1 
LEVEL OF 
Sl GNI Fl C.ANCE ( 0. 05 )~HI-
2.07 
2o07 
2.07 
2.07 
2.07 
2.07 
2.07 
2.07 
2.07 
" 2.07 
0 
0' 
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and low scores are presented, too: Guilford-and Zimmerman 
(9) provide a general framework of definitions and verbal 
interpretations. 
Whenever a conclusion concerning either the "generally 
competent group or "generally incompetent" group is stated 
in this research, it should be understood that the modify-
ing phrase 11 in comparison with" (referring to the competency 
opposite) applies. Thus, a certain statement about a 
personality trait would read "trait z is (is not) signif-
icantly associated with the 'generally incompetent" (or 
visa versa)". 
1. General activity or G scale. High scores show 
tendencies of high amount of drive or activity. Phlegmatic 
behavior may be indicated by a very low score. A very hi~h 
G score may indicate a tendency toward manic behavior, in-
volving a lot of random behavior and wasted effort. The 
mean score of those "generally competent 11 was 20.42, 
whereas the mean score of those l.lgenerally incompetent" 
' 
was 16.2). The "ttl of 2.00 is an indication that the high 
group score higher than the low group of performance, but 
the difference is not significant at the .05 level. 
2. Restraint or R scale. High scores indicate t~e 
over-restrained person, whereas low scores indicate impulsive, 
carefree-natured individuals. The "t" of 1.84 indicates 
0 
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that those "generally competent" score higher than those 
"generally incompetent!1• But there is not a significant 
difference at the five per cent level of confidence. 
3· Ascendence or A scale. For leaders in supervisory 
positions, high scores generally need to be balanced with 
appropriate scores on such scales as T, R, M, and F. Low 
scores show tendencies of indifference toward contact 
with others on a face-to-face basis. "Generally Competenttt 
leaders in this study had a group mean of 19.67, and the 
mean of the low group was 17.42. The 11 t 11 of 1.00 indicates 
that there were no significant differences between the 
' 
groups. 
4· Sociability or S scale. High scores indicate 
tendencies toward being outgoing when with others whereas 
low scores indicate a tendency toward being reserved. The 
mean for the high group is 22.33 and 18.75 is the mean for 
those 12 called 11 generally incompetentu. The ttttr of 1.21 
indicated that there were no significant differences. 
5. Emotional Stability or E scale. High scores 
indicate emotional atability unless very high. However, 
if coupled with a high G score, a possible laziness 
condition may be indicated. A very low score may indicate 
neurotic tendencies. Those 12 termed as "generally com-
petentn as a group, had a mean of 20.42; the low group had 
a mean of 18.17. The resulting 11 tn of 1.02 is an indica-
tion that the group differences were not significant. 
0 
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6. Objectivity or 0 scale. High scores show a 
tendency to view others objectively (which could indicate 
a lack of sympathy and insensitivity if too high a score). 
Low scores show tendencies toward hypersensitivity which 
could be a disadvantage in effective performance as a 
leader. The competent group's mean was 20.00 whereas the 
incompetent group's mean was 17.17. The 11 t 11 score of 
lal9 indicates that there are no significant differences, 
at the five per cent level, between the groups. 
Friendliness or F scale. High scores show tendencies 
toward a lack of fighting tendencies or else a desire to 
be liked and please others. A low score indicates 
hostility (a fighting attitude at best). Mean for the 
high group was l5o75 and the mean for the low one was 
14ol7. The o75 "t" indicated no significant differenceso 
Thoughtfulness or T scale. High scores indicate 
reflection and planning tendencies. Low scores indicate 
possible tendencies toward lack of observation of his 
interactions with others. Mean for the 11 generally com-
petent" group was 19.75; 16.91 was the mean indication for 
the low group of performers. The 11 t 11 score of 1.36 lacks 
significance at the .o5 level. 
7• Personal Relations or P scale. High scores 
0 
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indicate tolerance and understanding of other persons 
wh~reas low scores show tendencies toward fault finding. 
Means were as follows: 
1. 19.00 (high group) 
2. 15.63 (low group ) 
While it was third highest difference between the means of 
the two groups, the "t" score of 1.58 indicated only a 
s·light tendency for the high group to score above the low 
group. Therefore, it fails to reach the .05 level of 
confidence and no significance may be concluded. 
8 . .;. Masculinity or M seale. High scores indicate that 
the person behaves in ways characteristic of men with a 
very high score indicating possible callousness. Low scores 
show tendencies toward "mothering" others. Mean of the 
"generally competent" group is 21.17 with the mean for the 
"generally incompetent" group being 19.92. The 11 t 11 of 
.85 indicates a lack a~ the five per cent level of confidence 
of significant differences between the groups. 
The group designated as "generally competentlf showed 
a tendency to score higher than the group called "generally 
incompetent" on all scales: general activity, restraint, 
ascendance, sociability, emotional stability, objectivity, 
friendliness, thoughtfulness, personal relations and mas-
culinity. 
0 
0 
In summary, a comparison of the means of the raw scores 
ratings failed to indicate any significance, at the five 
per cent level of confidence, between the two groups of 
leaders on any of the 10 measured traits. 
0 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS 
FOR FURTiiER RESEARCH 
This chapter presents a summary of the study's inves-
tigations, conclusions from the re?.~lts of the investigations, 
and some suggestions for further research. 
Su.rnmary 
The Problem 
The main hypothesis (deductions from postulates 
of the theory) which this research is designed to 
answer are the following: 
1. When the groups in a residence hall situation 
are relatively similar with respect to formal govern-
ment structure, measurement of certain traits indicates 
that there is no relationship between ratings of 
co-ordinating performance for the "generally competent" 
leaders and "generally incompetent" ones. 
2. When groups in a residence hall situation are 
relatively similar with respect to formal government 
structure, the measurement of the total grouping of 
certain traits indicates that there is no relationship 
0 
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between ratings of co-ordinating performance for the 
11 generally competent 11 leaders and rt generally incom-
petent" ones. 
Methods and Procedures 
a. development of the rating form: Sanderson's 
criteria of group structure were defined for the 
situation of this study by a jury from the residence 
hall and rating form. Items of a governing leader's 
co-ordinating performance with other construction 
details are determined by another jury from the 
residence hall. 
b. rating process: fairly extensive orientation 
and practice took place before the final ratings were 
completed. 
c. personality appraisal instrument: the Guilford-
Zimmerman Temperament Survey was utilized. 
d. testing process: conditions both before and 
during the testing were controlled as carefully as 
seemed possible at the time. 
Findings 
a. rating form findin~: 
1. rater conformance to~ ~al curve distribu-
tion 
A check on the use of this 'important principle 
0 
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in this study revealed that there was a 3.15 amount 
of divergence from the normal distribution. That 
amount of divergence can be expected to occur upon 
repetition of this experiment in approximately 55 
per cent of the trials. Therefore, chi-square was not 
significant and the null hypothesis was retained: 
there is no relationship of ratings of all government 
leaders to a normal curve distribution. Therefore, it 
may be concluded that the ratings do conform to the 
normal-type distribution. 
2. rater agreement 
The resulting formula value of 10.48, when 
compared to the value of chi-square for eleven 
degrees of freedom, lay between .50 and .30 levels 
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of significance. Therefore, if the rating was repeated, 
the formula value of 10.48 can be expected to occur in 
approximately 45 per cent of the trials. Since chi-
s~are was not significant, the null hypothesis was 
retained; there are no differences among the mean scores 
of all the governing leaders of the twelve units. Yet, 
there was no conclusive evidence of differences or a 
lack of themo 
3· ~validity 
Jury opinion, judgment of logical or content 
/ 
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validit~ and face validity were utilized to provide 
validity satisfactory for this particular research. 
4· determination of the "generally competent" 
and 'generally incompetent" leaders 
In order to justify the ~se~ of these terms for 
selected leaders in our study, there needed to be an 
adequate number of them in each of the two groups and 
an adequate number of leaders between these two groups. 
In order to meet those requirements, and also not 
vary much from the expected normal distribution of 
these lead~rs, the upper 25 per cent of the scores 
or 12 leaders and the lower 25 per cent of the scores 
or 12 leaders were selected for the two groups. The 
terms, "generally competent 11 and "generally incompetent~ 
evolved from combining the two high scoring categories 
and the two low scoring categories respectively. 
P.· findings for the measured traits: 
1. Those designated as "generally competent" 
showed a tendency to score higher than the "generally 
incompetent" group on all the 10 scales of the 
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey: general activity, 
restraint, ascendance, sociability, emotional stability, 
objectivity, friendliness, thoughtfulness, personal 
relations and masculinity. The "t" scores ranged from 
.75 on the friendliness scale to 2.00 on the scale for 
0 ;, 
0 
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general activity. 
2. Yet, none of the Vt" scores were significant 
at the five per cent level of confidence. Therefore 
there were no statistically significant differences 
at that level, between the two groups on any of the 
ro measured traits. 
Conclusions 
On the basis of the findings, the following conclusions 
seem warranted:: 
1. Since all of the personality trait differences 
between the two groups were not statistically significant 
at the five per cent 1evel of confidence, the 11highly competent" 
group and the 11highly incompetent" groups, statistically, 
were fairly homogeneous with respect to these traitso 
What differences there were are attributed as directional 
differences rather than actual ones. 
2. Logically, the following null hypothesis has not 
been refuted:: 
When the groups in a residence hall situation are 
relatively similar with respect to formal government struc-
ture, measurement of certain traits indicates that there is 
no relationship between ratings of co-ordinating performance 
for the ~t:generally competentn leaders and "generally incom-
petent" ones. 
3. Logically, the following null hypothesis has not been 
0 
0 
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refuted either: 
When groups in a residence hall situation are re1a-
t1vely similar with respect to formal government structure, 
the measurement of the total grouping of certain traits 
indicates that there is no relationship between ratings of 
co-ordinating performance for the '.'generally competent" 
leaders and "generally incompetent" ones. 
4• The researcher concludes that the statistical 
conclusions of the study allow them to logically be 
accepted, too. Therefore, the following is the main 
logical conclusion of the study:: the two main hypotheses 
or deductions of this study are accepted, although 
tentatively. 
Some Suggestions for Further Research 
Due to the relationship of these studies to several 
important areas of leadership research, the following 
suggestions for further research are advanced:' 
1. Continued investigations with similar groups 
should be extended over a period of years in the particular 
situation of this study, especially cross-validation 
studies. 
0 
0 
2. Investigations should be done with similar groups, 
but a.spects of' the group structure other than formal 
government structure should be used:, 
3. Investigations should be done in that situation with 
types of government leaders performance other than 
co-ordinating duties~ 
4· Investigations should be done in that situation, 
with personality traits other' than those measured by the 
instrument of this study. 
5. Investigations should be started with other types 
of group members in that situation. 
6. Investigations mould be done in like situations, 
at least residence halls with a like operating viewpoint. 
7• Investigations should be done within residence 
hail situations which operate under a general viewpoint 
other than the management one. 
8. Investigations should be done with other measuring 
instruments which will offer additional dimension in the 
analysis of personality traits of residence hall governing 
leaders. 
0 
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FORM FOR SELECTION OF ITEMS TO DESCRIBE 
THE COORDINATING-TYPE DUTIES OF GOVERNING LEADERS 
From the material surveyed for this research and from the 
results of the first determination of items, it appears 
that all coordinating duties could fit into the following 
three main areas or categories:: 
83 
1. analysis or determination and description of problem(s) 
2. prescription or determination of the remedy(ies) for 
the problem(s) 
J. exeation or carrying out of the prescription 
As a juror, you are to decide which of the previously deter-
mined coordinating duties should become items of the rating 
form on the basis of meeting each and every one of the 
following criteria: 
• the duty is necessary to obtain minimal desirable 
standards of performance 
• the duty is one which is able to be observed by 
advisors without much special, involved training 
and practice 
• the duty seems to discriminate between highly competent 
an~ competent performance; and highly incompetent-
incompetent performance 
To the right of the item, indicate an 0 to omit item and R 
to retain item. If R, indicate R if want rewritten with 
either your suggested rewriting or general comments 
Possible items to describe government leader coordinating 
duties in the area of analysis are the following: 
• determines needs and desires of individual residents 
possible needs and desires 
• determines needs and desires of groups of residents 
possible needs and desires 
0 
0 
• determines resident problem(s) arising because indi-
vidual needs (or desires) are not met by staff and/or 
facilities 
possible problem areas 
• determines resident preble~~ arising beGause 
group needs (or desires) are not met by staff and/or 
facilities 
possible problem areas 
Possible items to describe government leader coordinating 
duties in the area of prescription are as follows: 
-------· informs what present relationships are to be effected 
or seeks information if he doesn 1 t have it 
-------· seeks a clear understanding of various important 
factors needed to be considered when prescribing 
such as involvement of personnel, time, cost, etco 
-------· considers the objectives to be supported or attained 
--------· carefully considers the anticipated effects making 
sure that they lead toward or assist the development 
of the desired relationships 
-------· contributes information important to prescribing 
a remedy 
Possible items to describe a government leader's coordinating 
duties in the area of execution on the followiag: 
_______ ., supports prescription even though he may disagree 
with it 
-------· achieves objectives 
-------· encourages and uses informal leaders or residents 
-------· follows necessary instructions 
-------· utilizes authority 
-------· makes sensible decision when situation requires 
deviation from prescription 
-------· devotes adequate time and effort to achieve objective 
0 
0 
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. informs advisor about important developments 
--------
--------
. completes responsibilities without prodding 
.• accepts suggestions from advisors without resent-
-------· ment or rebelliDusness 
• patient: undisturbed by reasonable delays, obstacles, 
-------- or failures 
. firm, consistent: but not unreasonable or·over-
------- demanding 
--------
• can convince others of merit of prescription or 
value of acceptance 
--------· utilizes knowledges 
• dissemenates information 
--------
--------
• remains calm during emergencies 
• avoids sarcasm and disparaging remarks when criticizing 
-------- or suggesting 
--------
• considers the other person's point of view 
--------· explains rules and regulations clearly 
• carries out policy 
. times actions well 
--------
--------
• expresses a positive attitude toward residence hall 
--------· seems to recognize own limitations and inadequacies 
avoids favoritism 
--------· delegates 
-------· proceeds without having to be told every detail 
. considerate of others 
--------
--------
. avoids being dissuaded from fulfilling obligations 
--------· recognizes a potential emergency situation and handles 
it 
--------· investigates rumors to determine whether or not they 
have bearing on the welfare of the unit program 
86 
0 Space for Additional Items 
0 
0 
o-
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GOVERNMENT LEADER RATING FORM 
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Leader Rater 
GOVERNMENT LEADER RATING FORM 
1. Determines needs and desires of individuat 
residents 
88 
2. Informs advisory assistants on what present rela-
------- tionships among individuals and groups are to be 
effected or seeks information if he doesn't have 
it. 
-----
3· Achieves objectives. 
----
4· Determines resident problem(s) arising because individual needs (or desires) are not met by 
staff and/or facilities. 
----- 5. Seeks a clear understanding of various important 
factors needed before prescribing factors such 
as involvement of personnel, time, cost, etc. 
6. Encourages and uses informal leaders or residents. 
7• Follows neaessaay instructions issued by advisory 
assistant. 
______ 8. Considers, with advisory assistants, the'total 
programming to be supported or attained. 
------- 9. Carefully considers with advisory assistant; the 
anticipated effects making sure that they lead 
toward or assist the development of the desired 
relationships among individuals and groups. 
______ 10. Utilizes necessary authority in keeping with the 
power delegated to him. 
_______ 11. Devotes adequate time and effort to achieve 
objective. 
______ 12. Informs advisory assistants about important 
developments. 
_____ 13. Patient with accomplishment of plans: objective 
acceptance of reasonable delays, obstacles, or 
failures. 
_____ 14. Acquaints others with poss·ible merit of pr~scription 
or value of acceptance. 
_______ 15. Disseminate information which is pertinent to 
residents. 
_______ 16 •. Accepts suggestions from advisory assistants 
without resentment or rebelliousness. 
------
17. Firm and consistent with residents but not un-
reasonable or overdemanding. 
_______ 18. Avoids sarcasm and disparaging remarks to advisory 
assistants when criticizing or suggesting. 
_______ 19. Explains residence hall rules and regulations 
clearly to residents 
0 
o-
------~20. Expresses, to advisory assistants, a positive 
attitude about residence hall. 
------~21. Proceeds without having to be told every detail 
by advisory assistants. 
89 
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INSrRUCTIONS FOR USE OF GOVERNMENT LEADER RATING FORM 
Purpose of Rating 
Your purpose and that of other raters is to determine those 
leaders who are either generally competent or generally 
incompetent in coordinating performance. 
Responsibilities of Raters 
1. Rate only when you are not physically nor mentally fatiguedo 
Enga@e in a relaxing activity at least one hour before 
rating each time. When rating, seek freedom from noise 
and distraction and work with adequate tighting, ventilation, 
seating space, and writing space. 
2. Each item may not be able to be rated equally well. 
3· Be especially careful to be objective on ratings of leaders 
whom you have liked(or disliked) or admired (or not admired) 
in the past or on those whom you believe are similar to 
you. 
4· Avoid allowing your general impression of the person 
to influence your rating of his coordinating performance. 
Place a check mank alongside the rating if you believe 
you have been i~fluenced. 
5. Reach your judgment on each item on the basis of review 
of recordings of past behavior as observed by self rather 
than on the basis of hoped-for-achievement, possible 
development, heresay, or the individual's performance in 
one or more other functions of leadership. 
6. Judgment on each item is to be as frank as possible with 
avoidance of giving the leader the benefit of the doubt 
(since there is no practical consequence to the governing 
leader of any rating and since the rater is to be anonymous). 
7• Rate each of the leaders on their list on three separate 
occasions, at least one day apart, during one week and 
record, each time, the ratings on a separate piece of 
paper. Do not refer to these records before each rating. 
Then, record one composite rating after comparing the 
three separate ratings. Generally conform to a normal 
distribution in your ratings although not be bound by 
it: approximately 4 per cent in the highly competent 
category; approximqtely 24 per cent in the competent 
category; approximately 45 per cent in the on-the-fence 
category; approcimately 24 per cent in the incompetent 
category and appro~imately 4 per cent in the highly 
competent category. Rate on each item before proceedtnn 
to another item(rather than rating each individual through 
0 
8. 
on all items and then rating another individual).~ 
All rating materials are to be kept in the locked drawer. 
iO.f your desk o 
All your ratings are to be kept in the strictest confidence. 
A violation of this confidence could seriously hamper 
this research and the government program in the residence 
hall. 
Rating Scoring 
Score in accordance with the following: 
Verbal Score 
• highly competent 
• competent 
• on-the-fence 
o incompetent 
• highly incompetent 
Numerical Score 
C.5) 
(4) 
(3} 
('2) 
( 1} 
Definitions for these scale items are as follows:-
• highly competent: performance generally meets almost 
all of your requirements of efficienty 
• competent: performance generally meets many of your 
requirements of efficienty 
• on-the-fence: performance generally judged neither 
competent g££ incompetent 
• incompetent: performance generally meets a few of your 
re~irements of efficiency • 
• highly incompetent: performance meets almost none of 
your requirements ~ efficiency. 
Example 
Item 3 on the rating form states, ":.Achieves objectives." 
If you decide that the government leader's performance 
since in office generally has met almost all of your 
requirements ~f efficiency(has been highly competent), 
write the number 5 in the space to the left of the item 
number. .All answers are to be marked in this manner. Be 
sure to answer every item; do not leave blank spaces. 
lf you desire to change an answer, completely erase the first 
answer. You may eliminate each problem by indicating your 
answer on a piece of paper first, reviewing and then trans-
ferring to the form. 
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0 APPENDIX D 
GENERAL INFORMATION ON THE RATING PROCESS 
1. a rating is drawn from a rather vague universe of 
behavior, Travers (19:173) 
2. a rating is an evaluation, too, of numerous behavior 
which collectively could have predictive value, 
Travers (19:172) 
3r the group is a fairly typical one, and consequently, 
the members of the group generally distribute the~ 
selves normally with respect to the segment of 
behavior under consideration, Hutson (43::364) 
The subprocess of rating others seems to have at least 
the following assumptions as important ones to this study: 
a. some individuals may be easier to rate than others 
b. raters may have individual differences in their 
general ability to rate 
c. raters may have individual differences in their 
ability to rate any one segment of behavior 
d. raters may be hesitant to give ratings at the two 
divisions at the ends of the scales ~orst and best) 
e. raters may be biased when rating friends or persons 
whom they like or dislike, respect or not respect 
f. generally, raters improve with practice 
g. ratings are completed under no unusual mental and 
physical pressure on the rater and with other 
appropriate conditions 
h. raters not only are able to observe the behavior, 
but are trained to observe it well with the final 
judgment being based on sufficient information 
i. the rater is frank and at least fairly accurate 
Anastasi (1) Jahoda (10) Symonds (16) and Travers (19) 
0 
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A. form is provided for each government leader you are to 
rate. The name of each government officer and rater appears 
in the upper right hand corner of that form. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR RETURNING FORMS 
Complete all of the ratings within the agreed-upon deadline 
date and hand them to the researcher as soon as you have 
finished with them. 
0 
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NOTIFICATION OF TESTING 
0 NOTIFICATION OF TESTING 
NAME TIME OF TESTING 
Your assistance in the government-staff research study is 
appreciated. 
In order to obtain your best performance, the following 
conditions need to be followed: 
97' 
a. a few hours before the test, avoid activities which 
are likely to end in emotional disturbance or physical 
fatigue. (If these conditions~ present at testing 
time, please tell the tester). 
b. Arrive at the testing room promptly at 6::45 p.m. 
c. select a seating arrangement wntch offers adequate 
lighting, seating, comfort, ample working space, and 
adequate ventilation. 
d. Exactly follow verbal instructions of tester 
e. Exactly follow the test's written instructions 
0 
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APPENDIX F 
SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE RATINGS FOR THE FORTY-EIGHT RESIDENCE HALL L~~DERS 
Unit Leader Rater Code No. Leader Numerical .Ar i th111etic Ranking Nu.111eri cal 
Code No. (by Unit) Rating Total of IJ.!ean of ~Arithmetic Total of 
Ratin_g_s_~ _Rat.Jngs Mean Unit Rank 
---
~~---------- -- --~---
1 28 
A 57 
B 53 
c 63 
173 57·7 26 
1 17 
A 79 
B 80 
c 78 
237 79· 38 
1 23 
A 20 
B 20 
c ;31 
71 23 ,, 7 2 1 33 
A 89 
B 95 
"' c 92 "' 276 92. 45 
111 
yu 0 
APPENDIX F (Continued) 
Unit Leader Rater Code No. Leader Numerical Arithmetic Ranldng NtLrner i ca 1 
Code No. (by Unit) Rating Total of Mean of if. Arithmetic Total of 
_Ratlng_L_ Ratings _ __:_ Mean U:u3± Bank 
2 36 
A 1+7 
B 42 
c 39 
128 42o7 17 
2 39 
A 31 
B 24 
c 40 95 31.7 
10 
2 8 
A 52 
B 52 
c 60 
164 54·7 
25 
2 22 
A 98 
B 97 1-' 0 
0 
c 98 
293. 97·7 
48 
100 
CJ 0' \ 
APPENDIX F (Continued) 
Unit Leader Rater Code No. Leader Numerical Arithmetic Ra.nking Nu...rner i ca 1 
Code No. (by Unit) Rating Total of Mean of if. Arithm.etic Total of 
Rating~. _ g~_ings Mean Unit Ranl-~: 
---...... ~-
3 24 
A 22 
B 38 
c 21 
81 27 5o5 
~t:.d 3 
48 
A 89 
b'o 
0 Ol 
Oci- B 86 t-tl-'0 
.... o::s 
O'H.Jc::= c 88 ~eta ~ p, <l 263 87.7 44· S::ID 3 9 Q li II' OJ A 82 ci- .... 
.... ci-8rq 
B 77 
c 70 
229 76.3 36o 
3 45 
A 91 
B . 82 
c 82 
255 85. 43· 128.5 
..... 
0. 
1-'b 
..... 
cJr Q, 
r I 
APPENDIX F (Continued) 
Unit Leader Rater Code N•::>. Leader Numerical Arithm~tic Ranking Numerical 
Code No. (by Unit) Rating Total of Mean of .of .Arl th- Total of 
---- ---- -----
------
Rating_§____ Ra tlng metic Mean Unit Rank 
--
4 14 
A 73 
B 67 
c 68 
208 69.3 31 
4 47 35 A 
B 34 
c 35 
101-!- 34·7 12 
4 38 
A 28 
B 29 
c 24 
81 2'7· 5.5 
4 1 
A 86 
B 75 
c 82 
243 81. 40 
88u5 
,_. 
Q,, 
N 
Q, 
APPENDIX F(Continued) 
Unit Leader Rater Code No. Leader Numerical 
Code No. (by Unit) Rating Tc>tal o:f 
-
Ratin~-
5 11 
A 23 
B 24 
c 27 
74 
5 27 
A 29 
B 34 
c 35 
98 
5 43 
J\ 20 
B 25 
c 24 
69 
5 35 
A 43 
B 50 
c 57 
150 
Arithmetic Ranking 
Mean of of Ari th-
R9-tl.l19 metic Mean 
24·7 3 
32.7 11 
23. 1 
5o. 23 
'(\ 
\,)) r 
Numerical 
"T;otal of 
Unit Rank 
38 
1-' 
0 
'vJ ' 
U~~ 
'-! 
Unit 
t) 
6 
6 
6 
Leader 
Code No. 
46-
10 
25 
31 
APPENDIX F (Continued) 
Rater Code No,, Leader Numerical 
(by Unit) Rating Total of 
Rattngs 
-
A 68 
B 52 
c 62 
182 
A 91-1-
B 92 
c 67 
253 
A 39 
B 41 
c 1+3 
123 
A 89 
B 83 
c 52 
224 
'Of' L ,,.. 
Ari tJ:unetic Ranking Numerical 
Mean of of Ari th-· Total of 
Rating metlc Mean Unit Rank 
60.7 28 
84-3 1.~2 
41. 15 
74·7 35 
120 
~ 
0 
+=-
~~~'-
( 
Cl( 
-~.~PPENDIX F (Continued) 
Unit Leader Rater Code No. Leader Numerical .Arithmetic Ranking Numerical 
Code No~ (by Unit) Hating T•:>tal of Mean of of Ari th- Total of 
Ratings Rating metic Mean Unit Rank 
7 18 
A 84 
B 69 
c 67 
220 73·3 34 
7 '4 
A 71 
B 70 
c 73 
26 
214 71.3 32 
7 
A 42 
B 46 
c 48 
136 45·3 20 7 29 
A 95 
B 90 
c 94 
279 93. 46 
132 
"1-4 
'o 
~-.. 
a· ).~ 
~;< 
~ ~. ,~ .. ;. ). ...... 't 
~ . 
" ... 
APPENDIX F (Con.tinued) 
Unit Leader Rater Code No. I.eader Numerical Arithmetic Ranking Numerical 
Code No. (by Unit) Rating Total of Mean of 
o.f Arith- Total of Ratings E.a ting 
metic Mean Unit Rank 
8 15 
26 A 
B 25 
c 36 
87 29 8 
8 6 
A 55. 
B 43 
c 35 
133 44-3 i!~~> 
8 2 
A 49 
B 52 
c 41 
I 
142 47o3 21.5 
8 42 
A 42 
B 57 
c 43 
142 47 ·3 21.5 
70 
~ ~ 
~ 
. . -
'(JC l 
- -<" 
\ 
~PPENDIX F (Continued) 
"llo.i t l~ader Rater Code No. Leader Numer i C8.1.l 
.Ari thmeti<;,J..':. Ranking 
Numerical 
Code No. (by lTni t) Rating Total of' Mean of' 
of' Ari th- Total o:r 
\ 
Ratings 
-
Rating 
metic Me§.n Unit Rank 
--- --
-
-
9 5 
88 A 
B 79 
c 77 
244 81~3 41 
9 7 
A 22 
B 36 
c 25 
83 27.7 7 
9 40 
A 68 
B 52 
I 
I 
c 59 
179 59.7 27 
9 16 
A 48 
B 38 
c 41 
127 42~3 16 
91 
H 
0 
-.I 
o~- --, 
APPENDIX F (Continued) 
Untt Leader Rat~r Code No. Leader Numerical Code No. (.by Unit) Rating Total of 
Ratings ------ '' I 10 19 
.A 82 
B 75 
c 30 
187 10 37 
A 4-6 
B 22 
c 51 
119 10 13 
A 88 
B 56 
c 56 
200 10 30 
A 78 
B 70 
c 71· 
229 
Arithmetic 
Mean of 
-
Rating 
62.3 
39.7 
66o7 
73 
Ranking 
of Ari th-
rnetic Mean 
-
29 
14-
30 
33 
(\~' 
\1{ 1 
Numerical 
Total of 
Ynit Rank 
106 
.... 
0 
co 
-z.~ 
f 
Unit 
-
11 
11 
11 
ll 
Leader 
Code No. 
44 
34 
41 
3 
APPENDIX F (Continued) 
Rater Code No. Leader Numerical 
(by Unit) Rating Total of 
Ratings 
A 31 
B 47 
G 31 
109 
A 2_2 
B 52 
c 56 
130 
A 28 
B 25 
c 25 
78 
A 97 
B 73 
c 70 
240 
..Arithmetic Ranking 
Mean of of Ari th-
Ratting metic Mean 
36.3 13 
43·3 18 
26 4 
80 39 
"tt ~ 
\}l ~ 
\ 
Numerical 
Total of 
Unit Rank 
74 
..... 
0 
~ 
\}..v 'll~'j 
APPENDIX F (Continued) 
Unit Leader Rater Code No. Leader Numerical Arithmetic Ranking Numerical 
Cpde- No. (by Unit) Rating Total or Mean of of .Ari th- Total of 
--
Ratings Rating metic Mean Unit Rank 
12 12 
A 81 
B 76 
c 78 
235 78.3 57 
12 21 
A 97 
B 97 
c 98 
292 97·3 47 12 32 
A 40 
B 25 
c 28 
93 31 9 12 20 
A 62 
B 49 
c 47 
I 58 52.7 24 
117 
.... 
6 
APPENDIX G 
RAW SCORES AND SQPARED RAW SCORES OF THE GENERALLY COMPETENT 
GOVERNMENT LEADERS ON SCALES OF THE GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN 
TN~ERAMENT SURVEY 
D 0 0 a 
RAW SCORES AND SQYARED RAW SCORES OF THE GENERALLY COMPETENT GOVERNMENT 
LEADERS ON SCALES OF THE GUILFORD~ZIMMERMAN TEMPERAMENT SURVEY 
Leader 
48 24 576 20 400 20 4oo 27 729 15 225 13 169 21 441 26 676 21 441 22 484 
45 24 576 23 529 23 529 26 676 22 484 17 289 12 144 22 484 17 389 20 400 
33 25 625 23 529 21 441 17 289 21 441 20 400 23 529 23 529 23 529 20 400 
29 19 361 10 100 12 144 19 361 19 361 25 625 14 196 8 64 22 484 21 441 
22 20 400 19 §361 .29 841 30 900 28 784 29 841 19 361 13 169 28 784 22 484 
21 17 289 15 225 19 361 24 576 11 121 19 361 15 225 26 676 12 144 27 729 
17 16 256 18 324 20 400 23 529 24 576 21 441 8 64 22 484 20 400 18 324 
12 23 529 16 256 15 225 20 400 17 289 15 225 10 100 18 324 14 196 21 441 
9 21 441 21 441 25 625 26 676 24 576 23 529 20 400 21 441 13- 169 17 289 
5 25 625 15 225 22 484 23 529 25 625 26 676, 21 441 16 256 20 400 23 529 
3 14 196 24 576 17 289 22 484 24 576 16 256 16 256 22 484 23 529 21 441 
1 17 289 20 00 13 169 11 121 18.. 225 16 256 10 100 20 00 1 225 22 Lt.8 
Raw scores 245 526~225 436 1236 490~268 627~245 5?84240 5068~89 325~23~ 49871228 459~254 5446 
and squared 
X ~ . raw scores 
Scale G R A s E 0 F T p M 
..... 
..... 
1\)' 
. 
.APPENDIX H 
RAW SCORES AND SQ:U.ARED RAW SCORES OF THE GENERALLY INCOMPETENT 
GOVERNMENT LEADERS ON SCALES OF THE GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN 
TEI"WERAMENT SURVEY 
CJ Q 
RAW SCORES AND SQVARED RAW SCORES OF THE GENERALLY INCOMPETENT GOVERNMENT 
LEADERS ON SCALES OF THE GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN TEMPERAMENT SURVEY 
Leader 
Ii-'7 23 529 18 324 39 81 6 36 23.529 12 144 16 256 21 441 16 256 14 196 
43 12 144 14 196 17 289 27 729 12 144 20 400 20 400 15 225 11 121 23 529 
·" 
\• (\J l. ~;>.." 
41 13 169 13 169 21 441 25 625 22 484 23 J.t.B4 lb 29.~. 1.~ 324 24 576 21 441 
39 24 576 6 36 25 625 27 729 13 169 22 484 8 64 14 196 16 256 26 676 
38 7 49 27 129 15 225 5 25 19 361 12 256 12 144 26 676 14 196 22 484 
32 19 361 20 400 11 121 20 400 24 576 24 576 20 400 11 121 18 324 23 529 
27 15 225 12 144 18 324 26 676 21 441 16 256 20 400 15 225 21 441 20 400 
24 21 441 17 289 22 484 17 289 13 169 10 100 8 64 21 441 12 144 15 225 
23 16 256 15 225 27 729 28 784 24 576 25 625 13 169 15 225 18 324 24 576 
15 21 441 17 289 20 400 22 484 25 625 24 576 21 441 18 324 19 36fu 23 529 
11 14 196 13 169 16 256 16 256 9 81 6 36 6 36 21 441 11 121 14 196 
7 10 100 ~ 16 8 6~ 6 36 1~ 169 9 81 10 100 8 6~ 8 6~ 1~ 196 
Raw scores 195 348717 2986209 4039225 5o6921 4324206 4o18170 3730203 3703188 31 4239 4977 
and squared 2 
raw scores X X 
Scale G R A s E 0 F T p M 
.._.. 
,_. 
-!="" 
